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Application of Virginia Electric and Power Company for
Approval and Certification of Electric Facilities: Surry-Skiffes Creek
500 kV Transmission Line, Skiffes Creek-Whealton 230 kV Transmission
Line and Skiffes Creek 500.kV-230 kV-115 kV Switching Station

' Case No. PUE-2012-00029 )

Dear Mr. Peck:

- Pursuant to Ordering Paragraph (1) of the Order issued by the State Corporation -
Commission in the above-captioned proceeding, enclosed please find, on behalf of Virginia .
Electric and Power Company (the “Company”), for electronic filing a true and accurate copy of

" the Update on Status of Certificated Project (October 10, 2017). A blackline version showing
the changes from the Company’s most recent Update is included as Exhibit A.

Please do not hesitate to call if you have any questions in regard to the enclosed.

' Very truly yours, i |
Vishwa B.Link

Enc.

cc: Hon. Alexander F. Skirpan, Hearing Examiner
William H. Chambliss, Esq.
D. Mathias Roussy, Esq.
K. Beth Clowers, Esq. s
Alisson Klaiber, Esq.
Lisa S. Booth, Esq.
David J. DePippo, Esq.
Stephen H. Watts I, Esq.
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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA

STATE CORPORATION COMMISSION

APPLICATION OF

VIRGINIA ELECTRIC AND POWER COMPANY
d/b/a DOMINION ENERGY VIRGINIA :
Case No. PUE-2012-00029
For approval and certification of electric facilities:
Surry-Skiffes Creek 500 kV Transmiission Line,

Skiffes Creek-Whealton 230 kV Transmission Line, and
Skiffes Creek 500 kV-230 kV-115 kV Switching Station

vvvvvv’ N g e’

UPDATE ON STATUS OF CERTIFICATED PROJECT
'Qctober 10,2017

Virginia Electric and -Pow_ef :Con'np.any_, d/b/a Dominion Energy Virginia (“Dominion
Energy Virginia” or the “Company”),1 by counsel, puxsuént to Ordering Paragraph (1) of the
Order issued by the State Corporation Commission (“Coxmnission”j in this proceeding én June
5,2015 (“Order Directin;g .Updates”), heréby files this U.pdaté regarding the status of the Surry-
Skiffes Creek Line, Skiffes Creék S_witching Station (“Skiffes Station™), Skiffes .Creek-,Whealton
Line, and additional transmission facilities (collectiyel);, the ‘;Certiﬁcated Project”). This Update
supersedes prior updates submitted by the Company. For this Update to the Qommission, the
Company respectfully statgs as follows: |
| 1. By its November 26, 2013 Order, as modified by its February 28, 2014 Order
- Amending Certificates in the above-styled proceeding and conﬁnned by its April 10, 2014 Order

Denying Petition, the Commission approved and certificated under § 56-46.1 of the Code of

! Effective May 10, 2017, Dominion Resources, Inc., the Company’s publicly held parent company, changed its
name to Dominion Energy, Inc. As part of this corporate-wide rebranding effort, Virginia Electric and Power
Company has changed its “doing business as” (“d/b/a”) names in Virginia and North Carolina effective May 12,
2017. In Virginia, the Company’s d/b/a name has been changed from Domlmon Virginia Power to Dominion
Energy Virginia, and in North Carolina the d/b/a name has been changed from Dominion North Carolina Power to
Dominion Energy North Carolina. The Company’s legal corporate entity name “Virginia Electric and Power
Company” will not be changing as a result of this rebranding effort.
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Virginia (“Va. Code”) and the Virginia Utility Facilities Act? the construction and operation by

Dominion Energy Virginia of the electric transmission lines and related facilities proposed by the

Company in its Application filed in this proceeding on June 1 1,2012 (‘.‘2012 Application™).
Those orders provide that this case ie to remain open until the proposed facilities are in service.

2. . Those orders were .appeal'ed. by BASF Corporation and jointly by James City

County, Save The James Alliance Trust and James River Association (“JCC Parties”) to the
Supreme Court of VLrglma, which issued its unanimous opmlon in those appeals on Apnl 16,
2015, aﬁ'lrmlng the Comrmssmn s approval and certification of these transmission fac1ht1es ‘
which comprise the Certificated Project. BASF Corp. v. State Corp. Comm’n, ___Va. _,
~ T10S.E.2d 458, reh’g denied, _ Va.___, _ SE2d___ (2015) (“BASF”).

3. The Couﬁ’s opinion in BZSF also reversed and remanded (by a 4-3 vote) the
holding in the Commission’s Novembef' 26, 2013 Order that the term “tra.nsmiésionlline”
includes transmission switehixig ste;'t:ions such as Skiffes Statipn under Va. Code § 56-46.1 F,
which exerhpts transmission linesvapﬁreved by the Commission under that section from
Va. Code § 15.2-2232 and local zoning ordinances. Petitions of tﬁe Commissien and the
Company seeking rehearing of this aspect of the BASF opinion were denied by the Court on May
15,2015. Asa reéult, the Corﬁpany ie now required to obtain local land use approval from
James City County to construct Skiffes Station. o

l4. The Court issued its mandate and remand on June 4, 2015, returning the case to
the Commission -for further proceedings consisterit with the views expressed in the written
opinion of the Court.

5. The Commi'ssieﬁ stated ﬁl its Order Directing Updates:

The evidence in this proceeding shows that the North Hampton

2 Va. Code § 56-265.1 et seq.
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Roads Area is in critical need of a significant electric system
upgrade. The need is severe and fast approaching, and the
reliability risks are far reaching. The facilities.approved in this
case, for which judicial review thereof has concluded, are needed
to avoid violations of mandatory electric reliability standards
approved under federal law to prevent: the loss of electric service
to customers; transmission system overloads; and outages in the
North Hampton Roads Area with cascading outages into northern
Virginia, the City of Richmond, and North Carolina. Given the
time required for the construction of significant electric
infrastructure projects like the Certificated Project, and the
magnitude of the projected reliability violations, the Commission
directs Dominion to provide regular updates on the status of the

Certificated Project, including but not necessarily limited to the
Skiffes Station, the status of the Army Corps process, and the
Company’s plans for maintaining system reliability in the North
Hampton Roads Area.

Order Directing Updates at 2-3.

Updates on Status of the Certificated Project
Applications for Section 404 and Section 10 Corps Permits. The Company has
continued with its permi?ting effbﬂs to construct the facilities that ﬁave been approved
and certificated by ﬂle:Com@jssion. As the Coinmission is aware, thé Company must
obtain I?e-rmits ﬁom the bSAmy Corpé of Engineers (“Corps”) under Section 404 of
the Clean Water Aét to plac'.e' fill material in the James River for construction of the
transmission line towers and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 for
resulting obstructions to navigation. The Company filed a Joint Permit Application
(“JPA”) for the Corps permits in March of 2012 for the Surry to Skiffes Creek portion of
the Certificated Projeét and a separate JPA for the Skiffes Creek to Whealton porﬁon in
June 0f 2013. In August 2013, the Company submitted a combined JPA fér the Surry-
Skiffes Creek Line and the Skiffes Creek-Whealton Line. This combined JPA

superseded the permit applications for. each such transmission line that had been
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submitted in March 2012 and June 2013.> On June 12, 2017, the Corps issued a
 provisional permit‘ to the Company. The provisional permit is conditioned upon: (1) the
issuance of a permit by the Virginia Marine Resources Conaniission (“VMRC”); and (2)
‘certification by the Department of Envirorimental Quality (“DEQ”) that the Company has
. obtained a Section 401 Water Quality Certification Certification/V irginia Water
Protection Permit. On June 30, 2017, the VMRC issued a permit to the Company, and
DEQ' waived the requirement for a Section 401 Water Quality Certiﬁcation. On July é,
2017; the Corps issued the Comoany a final pertm't under Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act and Section 16 of the Rivers and Haroors Act of 1899.* On July 12, 2017, the
National Parks Conservation Agsociation (“Ni’CA”). sought to challenge the Corps bermit
by filing a Conaplaint for Declaratory and Injunctive Relief w1th the United States
District Court for the District of Columbia, a copy of which was attached as Exhibit A to
the Company s July 18 2017 Status Update filed w1th the Comrmssmn On August 3,
2017, the National Trust for Historic Preservation (“NTHP”) and Association for the
.Preservat'ion of Virginia Antiquities (“Preservatioo Virginia™) also sought to c'hallenge.
the Corps permit by filing a Complaint for Declaratory and Injunctive’Relief w1th the
United States Dietrfct Court foft‘he District of Colilmbia, a copy of which was attached as
Exhibit A to the C&mpany’é August 8, 2017 Status Update. On July 24, 2017, NPCA
filed a Motion for Prelimiﬁa'ry Injunction with the Court. On July 26, 2017, the Company

moved to intervene in the NPCA’s case. On July 28, 2017, the parties filed an agreed-

3 The JPA also served as the application to obtain an authorization from the Virginia Marine Resources Commission
for encroachment on subaqueous beds of the Commonwealth in the James River and a Virginia Water Protection -
Permit from the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality. The latter permit also serves as the required
Certificate under Section 401 of the Clean Water Act that the discharges for the Certificated Project will not result in
a violation of water quality standards.

4 A copy of the Corps permit can be found on the Corps’ website at:

http://www.nao.usace.army. mll/Mlsswns/Regulatory/SklffesCreekPoweere/

4
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http://www.nao.usace.army.mil/Missions/Regulatory/SkiffesCreekPowerLine/

upon brieﬁng schedule regarciiné NPCA’§ Motion for Preliminary Inj uhétion, which the
court.ac_qepted. On August 18, 2017, the Corps and the Compariy filed their response
briefs. On .September 1, 201 7, NPCA filed a reply brief in support of its Motion for
Preliminary Injunction: On August 16, 2017, the Coalition to Protect America’s National
Parks, Inc., Jonathan Jarvis, and American Rivers, Inc. (collectively, the “Coalition™)
filed a motion folr leave to file an amicus curiae brief in support of the NPCA’s Motion
for i’relimina.ry Injunction, and on August 31, 2017, the Sierra Club filed a similar
motion to participate as amicus curiae. On September 5, 2017, the Chesapeake
Conservancy and Séerﬁc Virginia filed a motion to participate as amici curiae in support
of the NTHP/Preservation VﬁgiMa’s Motion for Preliminary Injunction. The Corps and -
;che Company reéponded to the C;"oalition’s motion on August 30, 2017, and the Coalition
filed a reply on September 6, 2017. Thé Corps and the Company responded to: the
NTHP/Preservatioﬁ Virginia’s Motion for Prelimihary Injunction on Septembér 13,2017, .
the Sierra Club’s amicus'cur'iae motion on September 14, 2017; and the Chesapeake
ConSewancy/Spénic Virginia’s amici curiae motion on September 15, 2017. The parties
have moved to consolidate the NPCA and NTHP/Preservation Virginia cases. On
September 20, 2017, the court held a hearing on both preliminary injunction motions, and
those motions are pending before the court. On October 6, 2017, the Corps and the
Company filed ansx%zersl 't.o tﬁé NPCA’s and the NTHP/Preservation Virginia’s
complaints. - |
A. National Eﬁviro;mental Policy Act (“NEPA”). The two Corps permits
required for the piacemept of fill and obstruction to navigation.'trigger review under NEPA. The

" Corps has indicated it will prepare an Environmental Assessment (“EA”) to satisfy this
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requirement. NEPA requires the Corps to evaluate alternatives as wéll as the direct, indirect and
b o . .

cumulative effects of the project on the human environment. As part of this NEPA review, on
August 28, 2013, the Corps solicited public comments on the undertakin‘g via public notice in
accordance with the requirements of NEPA. The Corps received voluminous comments on the
undertaking and has evaluated numerous alternatives. On October 1, 2015, the Corps published
their Preliminary Alternatives Conclusions White Paper (“White Paper”), which concluded, in
relevant part:

Therefore, based on information presented to date, our preliminary '

finding is that two alternatives appear to meet the project purpose

while reasonably complying with the evaluation criteria. These are

Surry-Skiffes-Whealton 500 kV OH (AC) (Dominion’s Preferred)

and Chickahominy-Skiffes-Whealton 500kV. We have determined

that other alternatives are unavailable due to cost, engineering

constraints and/or logistics. Please note this is not a decision on

whether Dominion’s preferred alternative is or is not permittable,

nor does it exclude further consideration of alternatives should new
information become available.

White Paper at 7-8. A coply of the White Paper was attached as Exhibit A to the Company’s -
October 2, 2015 Status Update filed with the Commission. On April 5, 2016, the Corps
presented a response (“Corps Response” or “Response”) to an Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (“ACHP”) letter and indicated within its ﬁesponse to ACHP that, “based on -
analysis of all information made available to date, the USACE ﬁnds nothing to indicate that
Dominion’s information regarding practicality of altem_aﬁves is flawed or incorrect.
Additionally, Dominion has explored all feasible alternatives, including thoée identified by the
consulting parties and the Rublié to date.” Corps Response at3. A copy of the Cprps Response

was attached as Exhibit A to the' Company’s April 12,2016 Status Update filed with the

Commission. On March 30, 2017, the Corps published their updated Preliiﬁinary Alternatives -

Conclusions White Paper (“Updated White Paper”), a copy of which was attached as Exhibit A
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to the Company’s April 4, -2017' Status Update filed with the Commission. ‘The Updated White
Paper concludes, in relevant part:

Based on our thorough review of all information made available to .
date, it appears that only Dominion’s proposed project and the
Chickahominy-Skiffes 500kV alternative, meet project purpose
and need and are practicable. Other alfernatives do not satisfy the

* project purpose and need and/or are not practicable due to cost,
engineering constraints and/or logistics. Please note this is not a
decision on whether Dominion’s preferred alternative is or is not
permittable, nor does it exclude further consideration of
alternatives should new information become available. -

Uodated White Paper at 10. The Corps will make its final selection of alternatives when it issues
the EA which will accompany the permit decision. |

B.  Endangered Species Act (“ESA”). The two Corps permits also trigger
review under the ESA. The Corpo must determine that the construction and operation of the
facilities will not violate the ESA. The C.orps has been consulting with the Uoited States Fish'
and Wlldhfe Service regaxdmg the Certlﬁcated PI‘O_]CCt s potential effect on the Northern Long
Eared Bat (“NLEB”), and the Nat1ona1 Marme Fisheries Service ¢ NTv[FS”) regardmg the
Atlant1c Sturgeon. Consultation will be completed with the issuance of the pemut decxslon
however, NMFS indicated in a January 28, 2016 letter that they agreed with the Corps that the

Project is not likely to adversely affect listed species. On April 12, 2016, the United States Fish

and Wildlife Service (“USFWS”) concurred with the Corps conclusions regarding the NLEB,

indicating the Corps'would permit Project construction without a time of year restriction on tree

clearing. The Corpé sent out a request for the USFWS to update its concurrence for all species
on May 11, 2017. ' o f
C. National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA”). Finally, the two Corps

permits trigger review under the NHPA. Section 106 of the NHPA requires the Corps to take
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into c;)nsideration the effect of permitted activities on historic prOperties. The Ni—[PA process
has four components () evaluation of altern'atives‘, (b) identification of historic properties that
might be affected, (c) evlalu'ation of whether and to what extent the federally permitted project
m have an adverse effect on those historic propérties and (d) mitigation of those adverse
effects. This process commenced with the issuance of the initial public‘ notice on August 28, .
2013. The comments received helped facilitate the initial stepsvof the review process and
provided interested mémbém 6f the bub]ic with an opport‘unity to comrnent~ on alternatives, the
identification of historic pfoperties z;nd potential effects, which includes Carter’s Grove,
Jamestown and Hog Island. The Corps identiﬁed‘an Area of Potential Effect (“APE”) which is
. shown én a map included as E)dﬁbit A to the Company’s February 9, 2016 Status Update filed
with the Commission. The Corps, in coqrdinatiqn with the State Historic Preservation Office
(“SHPO”), then identified organizations that ha\}e a demonstrated interest in the treatfnent .of
hiéto‘ric properties associated with the Certiﬁcatéd Project (“Consulting Parties™) within the APE.
'(i) Alternatives. The Corps hgs conducted its é.ltemétive analysis
under the NHPA éoncurrently V\;ith that urider NEPA described in Paragraph 7
above. | |
(i) - Hiétb#ic'froperty Identification. On November 13, 2014, the
.Corps issued a éeéond public notice soliciting comments specific to historic
property identification and an alternatives anélysis. The Corps and SHPO
reached initial agreement on historic .properties within the APE on Ma'yvl,
.2015. On June 19, 2015, the ACHP requested that the Corps consider whether
a portion of the Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail

(“CAJO”) is eligible for inclusion on the Nationél Register of Historic Places.
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On July:2, 2015, ﬁe ‘Corps mode a reciuest to the Keeper of tﬁe Register
(“Keeper”) concerning the eligibility of the CAJO within the APE. On
August 14, 2015, the Keeper made a determination that a portion of the CAJO
is eligible for listing o'ﬁ the Nationai Reéister of Histon'c Places as a |
contributing element of a historic district within tﬁe APE.

(ii1) Determinat‘ilon of Effects. On May 21, 2015 the Corﬁs issued o.
third public notice to assist in evaluation of the effects of the Certi‘ﬁcated
Project on.the identiﬁed historic properties and evaluation of alternatives or
modiﬁcations whichcould avoid, minimize or miﬁgate adverse effects of the
undertaking. As part of the process to assist in consideraﬁon of historic
impacts: the Compari;/ prépored a Consoli,dated ]éffects Report (“CER”) to
merge the vaﬁous studies that had been prepared beginning m 201l into a
single document. The Corps published the CER on October 1, 2015. The
Co'rps and SHPO subsequently reached agreement on the list of ad.verse'ly
éﬁocted properties. |

(iv)  Mitigation. A droﬁ mitigation plan was developed, and the Corpo
provided for a Consulting Parties comment period on tho draft mitigation
plan; the draft mitigation plan and comment period Was noticéd to the
Consultiog Partles on December 30, 2015, and ended January 29, 2016. A
fifth Consulting Pdrtios meeting was held February 2, 2016 to discuss |
mitigation for ﬁﬂpacts to historic properties. A revised draft mitigation plan
was developed, which the Corps noticed on June 13, 2016 to the Consulting

Parties for 2 comment period ending July 13,2016. A copy of the revised
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mitigation plan was attachea as Exhibit A to the Cdmpany’s June 14, 2016
Status Updét'g ‘1éd with the Commission. On July 6, 2016, the Corps
extendeéi the comnhem period until July 27, 2016. dn December 7, 2016, the
Corbs nbticed to the Corisult'mg Parties a further revised mitigation plan for a
. comment period ending December 21, 2016, .which subsequently was
extended to January 11, 2017. Additionally, the Corps scheduled a conference
cali among Consulting Parties for J aﬁuary 19, 2017 to allow for any follow-up
and / or cla.n'fﬁng discussion. A copy of the further revised mitigation plan
was attaphed as Exilibit Ato tﬁe Con:nlp‘any’s Décember 20, 2016 Status
Update. filed with the Commission. The Corps sent an updated Memorandum
of Agrevéx'ne‘_n‘t (‘LMOA”) to the Signatory Parties on March 24, 2017. On
Ma;éh 28', 2d17,'£he Corps notiﬁed Consultiné Parties via émail_of the latest
draft MOA énd poste'ﬁ the document on its website. Copies of the Corps’
March 24 and March 28 emails and the updated MOA were attaché'd as
Exhib‘it B to the Company’s April 4, 2017 Status Update filed with the
Cornmissién. The Corps continues to work toward entering.into a MOA with
the SHPO and the ACHP regarding mitigation. To that end, on April 24,'
12017, the-Corps circulated to the Company, SHPO, ACHP, and the other
consulting paﬂiés the final MOA for signature. A copy of the MOA was
attaqhed as Exhjbit A to the Company’s April 25, 2017 Status Update filed
: with the'Commi‘s'sfion:Z Thé April 24,2017 MOA was executed by the four
-required Signatbry Parties. Injtif;ll steps, as outlined within the Stipﬁlations of

the MOA, have been initiated, and several items' within the MOA have

10
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received approval by the Corps.
W) Consulting Part)_; Meetings. In total, the Corps hag hosted five
Cons‘ulting Partiés meetings to ddte (September and December 2014, June and
October 2015 and February 2016) to discuss alternatives to the Certificated
Project, identification of and impacts to historic properties and poténtial

~ mitigation opportunities. On October 7, 2016, the Corps welcomed the.
Pamunkey Indian Tribe as a consulting party following theﬁ request to
participat.g in the Séction 106 consultation Il)rocess.‘ On March428, 2017, the
Corps also welcoméd Kingsmill Resort as a conﬁulting party following their

. request to participate in the Section 106 consultation process.

Do ~ Public Hearing. A fourth public notice was published October 1, 2015 |
providing notice of a public h.ean'ng on all asf)ects of the Corps permit‘ting process held on
Octobér 30, 2015 at Lafayette High Schbol in Williamsburg, Virginia. The Corpé conducted its
public hearifng on Octobér‘ 30,201 "5,.dui':ing which approximately 80 witnesses appeéred to
present their views to the Corps. Thejaéiriod‘ for written public comments associatéd with the
October 30, 2015 public hearing (originally scheduled to close on November 9, 2015) was
subsequently extended to close of business November 13,2015, concurrent with the public
comment period for the CER aﬁd'Whjte Paper. | |

7.. Virginia Marine Resources Comnﬂssion Permit. The Company must obtain an
authorization from the VMRC fo; .encroaqhment on subaqueous beds of the Commonwealth in
the James River. The VMRC considered and unazlifnously approved the Company’s JPA at the
June 27,2017 publié hearing. On June 30,_2617, the VMRC issued the Company a I'Jermit'.

8. Federal Aviation Administration Review. Additionally, the Federal Aviation

11
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Administration has completed its review‘ of all of the proposed 500 kV structures; the 230 kV -
structures; and associated cranes and has made a determination of no hazard to air navigation.

9. United States Fish and Wildlife Service. Dominion Energy Virginia submitted
an application to the USFWS for the removal of an inactive bald eagle nest on one of the 230 kV
structures that is Qroposed to be replaced. The application is currently awaiting approval.

10.  James City. Couixty Special Use Permit. Consistent with the Court’s opinion in
BASF, on June 17,2015, tﬁe Compémy ﬁled a special use }permit application (“SUP”), a rezoning
request, a substantial accord détefn:;mation request and a height Waiver application (“the
Applications™) for a switching station in James City County associated with the Certificated
Projeét. Comments from County staff were re;:ei'ved on July 2, 2015, and the Company
‘ responded to the County July 10, 2Q15. The Counfy produced additional comments on the
resubmission on J‘uly 17,2015, and th.e'Company responded on July 24,2015. On July 23, 2015,
an open house was hosted by Dominion Eneréy Virginia to discuss the switching stati;)n. There
wefe 26 attendees. The ;Mtchjng station was placed on the James City County Planning
Commission agenda scheduled for' August 5, 2015, and legal notices were run on July 22 and
July 29, 2015 to alert the publi_é Qf:th§ meeting. A favorable staff report wés issued July 29,
2015 recommending approval of th"e. switching station. On August 3, 2015, the James City
County Planning Commission 'voteci 4 tb 2 against recommending approval of the Company’s
switching station. Pursuant to Va. Code § 15.2-2232, on August 17, 2015, the Company filed an
appeal of fhe substantial accord determination to the James Cit;lf County Boa.rd of Supervisors
(the “JCC Board”).' The J CC Board will make the final determination on the SUP, rezoning and
height waiver requests and will hear the appeal on the substantial accord determination; and it is

anticipated that all four items will be considqred during the same meeting of the JCC Board. The

12
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appeal and the other pending applications were to be considered by the JCC Board at its October -

13, 2015 public meeting, blut the Company submitted a letter on September 17, 2015 requesting

that action on the appeal be deferred until thé JCC Board’s meeting on November 24, 2015. The

| JCC Board approvéd that request at its meeting on Septeﬁber 22, 2015,. A subsequent fequest
was submitted by the Compan.y on Novénﬁber 6, 2015 to defer the vote on the matter unt1l the
JCC Board’s J_an;lary i2, 2016 meeting; this request was approved by the JCC Board on

- November 10, 2015. The Company had antic%paféd that the decision of the JCC Board wopld be

better informed by the status of the Corps process in January of 2016; so, on December 4, 2015,

the Company submitted a letter of réqugSt for further deferral of the JCC Board’s public heari:qg ‘

oﬁ this matter to the JCC Board’s Februfary 9,2016 meetmé; thi; request was approved by the
JCC Board on December 8, 20i5 . The Company sought on January 8, 2016 an additional
deferral until the March 8, 2016 J Cé Boérd meeting. The JCC Board approved this request at
| their January 12, 2016 meeting. Howevér, due to Mer delay in the Corps process, the
Company sought an additional defg:rral until the' August 9, 2016 JCC Bbard meeting unless the

Corps issues its pérrnits before that date, which deferral request was approved by the JCC Board

on February 9, 2016. With continuing delays in the Corps process, the Company submittéd an

additional deferral request dated June 27, 2016 until the December 13, 2016 JCC Board meeting
unless tile Corpé issues its pernﬁs before that date. The JCC Board approved the Cdmpany’s
June 27, 2016 deferral requ:est.' 'Wit‘r; additional delays in the Corps process, the Company
submitted another defenal request .déted' Novémber 14,2016 ur_1til th;a June 27,2017 JCC Board
meeting. The JCC Board approved the éompany’s November 1‘4, 2016 deferral request on
November 22, 2016. On May 23, 2017, the JCC Board granted the Company’s request to move

the hearing date of the Applications to July 11,2017, in accordance with the JCC Board’s

13
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January 2017 policy changle regarding public hearings. The JCC Board has made a policy
change so ﬁat public hea}iﬁg .ma;cte.lrs vx./ould be scheduled only during the first meeting of the
month and that work session matters tHat do not require a pubiic hearing would be scheduled for
the second meeting of the month. At its regularly schedﬁled meeting on July 11,2017, the JCC
Board voted to approve (3-2 ypte) the SUP,vrezoning and height waiver requests and also upheld
the Company’s position reéﬁrding the appeal on the substantial accord defermjnaﬁon that had
“been macie by the James City County Planning Commission.

11.  James City County Site Plan. On September 11, 2015, in advance of the JCC
Board’s vote on the aforementioned items, the Company, at its own risk, submitted the |
Switching Station site plan to the County for révieu./. Comments from JCC and other review
agencies have been reviewed by th:e,.Company and were addressed in the Company’s November
16,2015 second submission of the 'S\A}itching Sfatjon sité plap. Review comments ‘were received
on the second submission of the site plafh, and the Company reviewed and responded'to-th.es‘e
comments with a third submission of the site plan with revisions on February 2, 2016. All
comments on the third Submissioh'have béen received; and .the Company responded to these
comments in their fourth submission of the site plan on-April 27, 2016. On May' 17, 2016., the
County provided approval of the Company’s Water Quality Impact Assessment. Further |

* comments were generated by c;ther depar@ents. The Company resubmitted the site plan on July
19, 2016. The switching station site plan received its conditional approval from the County |
review departments pending the 1e'gislati‘ve action by the J'CC'Board. An on-site pre-construction
meeting was held between James City ébunty deparnnent'al staff and Dominion Energy Virginia
representatives on August 11, 2017." At that meeting, the land disturbance permit was issued by

JCC to the Company. Subsequently, on August 14, 2017, the Company initiated phase 1 erosion
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and sediment control on'the site. On September 19, 2017, JCC provided the Company final
approval or:1 its site plan for work at the switching station. .

12, ‘Upon obtaining the required approvals, the Company intends to commence
construction of the applicable éert'iﬁcated Project compoﬁents. The Compény will continue to
report to tﬁe Commission rhate'riél deve;iopments in its permitting and construction activities on
the schedule set forth in the Order Directing Updates.

13. Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (“MATS”) Extension. Additionally, the
Company n;)tes that the inability to begiﬁ construction for the past several years since the
Application was filed with the Corﬁmission has made it impossible for the proposed facilities to
be completed and in service by December 31, 2015, as provided in the Commission’s February

_ 28,2014 Order Amending Certificates. As permitted by federal envirc;nmental regulations, the
Company obtained from the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality a one-year extension
of the April 16, 2015 deadh’ne‘for Yorktown Units 1 and 2 to comply with the U.S.
Environmental Pr;)tection Agen.c.y’.'s.(“EPA”)’ MATS regulation that will be achieved by retiring
the units, which drove the .original June'1, 2015 need date for the new transmission facilities. On
October 15, 2015, the Company submitted a Petition seekjng from tﬁe EPA an administrative
order under EPA’s Administrative Order Policy for the MATS rule,’ which would provide an
additional one-year waiver of non-compliance with the regulations that drive those retirements
and further extend the need date for the Certiﬁcated Project to June 1, 2017. On December 2,
2015, thé Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) issﬁed Comments on the

—

Conipany’s request to EPA, stating that Yorktown Unit Nos. 1 and 2 “are needed during the

5 The Environmental Protection Agency’s-Enforcement Response Policy For Use of Clean Air Act Section 113(a)
Administrative Orders In Relation To Eleétric Reliability and the Mercury and Air Toxics Standard. EPA
Memorandum from Cynthia Giles, Assistant Administrator of the Office of Enforcement and Compliance Assurance
to EPA Regional Administrators, Regional Counsel, Regional Enforcement Directors and Regional Air Division
Directors (December 16, 2011). ' :
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administrative order period, as requested by Dominion, to maintain electric reliability and to
avoid possible NERC Reliability. Standard violations.”® On April 16, 2016, the EPA issued an
Administrative Order’ under Section 113(g) of the Clean Air'Act (“CAA"Y) e;uthorizing the
Company to opérate the Yorktown coal-fired units (Uni;[s 1 and 2) ﬂﬁough April 15,2017 under
certain limitations consistent with the MATS rule. Upon expiration of the EPA Administrative
Order on'April 15,2017, the Yorquwn;éoal-ﬁred units ceased operations to comply with the
MATS rule. On June.13, 2_01"7, P.IM Inferconnection L.L.C. (“PIM™) ﬁléd a request for
emergency order pursuant fo Section 202(c) of the Federal Power Act® with the Department of
Energy (“DOE’Q), a.nd on June 16, 2017 , DOE granted an order (“DOE Ordgr”) to PIM to‘ direct
| ‘Dominion Energy Virginia to operate Yorkfown Units 1 and 2 as needed to avoid; reliability
issues on the Virginia Peniﬁsula over the next 90 days. A copy of.the DOE Order was provided
| as Exhibit A to the Company’s June 27, 2017 Status Update filed with the Commission. On July
13, 2617, the Sigrra Club filed with ]jOE a Motion to Intervene and Pe;fition for Rehearing. The
Sierra Club alleges thélt, among other things, DOE failed to establish anl emergency exists to
" support the issuance of the DOE Order, and thaﬁ DOE failed to cOmply.with NEPA before |
issuing the DOE Order. OI.'] July 31 , 2017, PIM filed a Motion for Leaye to Answer and Answer
of PIM Inter.connection,‘ L."L.C. Or;'Auéust 1,2017, the Company filed a Motion of Virginia
Electric and Power Corﬁpa.ny to Strike the Procedurally Deficient Petition for Rehearing or, in
. the Alternative, Motion for Leave to Answer and Answer of Virginia Electﬁc and Power
Cpmpany. On August, 18, 2018, the Sierra Club filed a Motion for Leave to Filé a Response and

Response to the Answers by Dominion Energy Virginia and PYM. On September 15, 2017, the

§ Virginia Electric and Power Company, Docket No. AD16-11-000, 153 FERC { 61,265.

7 See hitps://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016-04/documents/mats-caa-113a-admin-order-04 16-virginia-
electric-power-co-virginia.pdf. ' .

816 U.S.C. § 824a(c).
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DOE issued an order dismissing the Sierra Club’s Motion as moot because thé DOE order for
which the Sierra Club sought reheairing exﬁired on September 14,2017. On August 24, 2017,
PJM submitted a request to the DOE for a 90-day renewal of the DOE Order. On September 14,
2017, the DOE issued a second 90-day emergency order pursuant to Section 262(c) of the

" Federal Power Act (“2d DOE Order”). On October S, 2017,.the Sierra Club filed a Motion to |
Intervene and Petition for Rehearing with DOE regarding the 2d DOE Qrder. PJM plans to
request further renewals of the 2d DOE Order on é. rolling basis until the Certificated Project .is
placed iﬁto service. While this is nota long term solution to the reliability issues, Dominion |

" Energy Virginia supports PIM’s acﬁon and the DOE decision, and will work to ensure the units’
av;ailabili-ty.as required. " ’

14. On June 29, 2015, the United' States Supreme Court (“Supreme Court”) in
Mic.:hi'gan,‘ ot al.. v. Eﬁvironmental Protection Agency, etal., 576 U.S. _(2015) reversed and
remanded (by a 5-4 vote) the EPA’s MATS regulation to the United States Court of Appeals for
the D.C. Circuit Court (“D.C. Court of Appeals’;) for further proceedings consistent with the

Supreme Court’s Opinion. This decision does not change the Company’s plans to close coal

units at Yorktown Power Station or the need to construct the Certificated Project by 2017. The ‘

Court’s ruling required that EPA consider the éost of implementation. The decision neither
vacated the rule nor plac'e'dla stay on its implementation. On:July 31, 2015, the Supreme Court
formally sent the litigation .b.ack to the D.C. Court of Appeals, to deqi_de whether to vacate or
leaye in place the MATS rule while the EPA works to address the Supreme Court decision.

15. On November 20, 2015, in response to the. Supreme Court decision, the EPA’

proposed a supplemental finding? that consideration of cost does not alter the agéncy’s previous

? See http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2015-12-01/pdf/2015-30360.pdf.
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conclusion that it is appropriate and necessary to regulate coal- and oil-fired électric utility steam
generating units (“EGUS”) under Section 112 of the CAA. The proposed supplemental finding
' was published for public comment on December 1, 2015. 80 Fed. Reg. 75025 (Dec. 1, 2015).

The public comment period closed on January 15, 2016.

16. Oh December 15, 2015, the D.C. Court of Appeals in Wf'zite Stallion Energy, LLC

v. Environmental Protection Agency, No. 12-1100, 2015 U.S. App. LEXIS 21819 (D.C. Cir.
2015) issued an order remanding fhe MATS rulemaking proceeding back to EPA without
vacatur. This action means that the MATS mlé remains applicable and effective. The D.C. Court
" of Appeals noted that EPA had represented it was on-track to issu€ by April 15, 2016, a final
finding regarding its consider_at'ion of cost. EPA officially published a final rule on April 25,
2016. | -

17.  On December 1, 2015, the Company filed with the Commission a motion to
extend the date for completion and placement in service of the Certificated Project to the date
twenty (20) months after the date on which the Corps issues a construction pérmit for the
Certificated Pfoject. On December 22, 2015, the Commission issued an Order granting the
Company’s motion to extend. |

Plans for Maihtaining Sysfem Reliability in the North Hampton Roads A;ea

18.  In order to ensure reliability for the Peninsula while the Surry-Skiffes Creek Line

is being constructed, the Company is conducting a rigorous inspection and maintenance program -

(“Inspection Program”). Tjne focus of the Inspection Prograim is transmission lines and stations
for assets that directly serve the Peninsula. This includes, but is not limited to, the lines and
stations from Chickahominy east to Newport News, as well as lines from Surry and Chuckatuck

that feed into the southern end of the Peninsula. The Inspection Pro gram focuses on the human
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performance factor that will be emphasized consistently over the wérk period to ensure the
Electric Transmission and Station workforce involved in supporting the assets on the Peninsula
are cognizant of thé ongoiﬁg construction. The Inspection Program will also consist of a
complete evaluation of all abnormal eq{iipment logs that require eqﬁpﬁent maintenance or
replacement in order to énsure that all equipment is in-service, and infraréd reviews of stations
and tra.nsrnissionllines prior to and during long critical outages to identify any weak links in the
system that need attention to prevent unplanned outage,eventé. More frequent aerial and foot
patrols of transmission lines and statioﬁs will also be incorporéted into the Inspection Program.
Lastly, the outages required to address any outstanding equipment issues will be scheduled-
around the necessary planned outages to supbort the construction of the Certificated Project to
limit the oyerall system exposuie. :

19.  Additional h.lspectic.m' and maintenance yi/drk that is currently being conducted as
" part of the Inspection Pr_ogfam iﬁciﬁdes performing substation inspections quarterly; augmenting
quarterly inspections wrth ;fecfnﬁcal O\}ersight Inspections of select stations; increasing ir_1f'raréd '
inspections of affected substations; pérforming infrared inspéétions every tw6 weeks if load
e>.(ceeds 18,000 MW, and reviewing all Corrective & Preventative Maintenance orders for
substation equjpmént and relay.systems to ensure they are completed or can be deferred during
construction of the Certificated Project. |

20.  Foundation work on the existing_transmission lines at the James River Bﬁdge was
completed at the end of 2015. Adciitional inspection and maintenance work is also being planned
for the future (priof to construction of the Certificated Project). This additioﬁal future work
under the Inspection Program includes the folléwing: all line switches will be inspected and any.

necessary maintenance performed prior.to construction; all questionable compression conductor
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